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Remarks/Arguments 

Claims 1 , 3 - 9 are pending. The claims are amend to more clearly and 
distinctly recite the subject matter that Applicants regard as their invention. In 
particular, the claims are amended to recite that the device includes a means for 
synchronizing trust relationships with any other device of the community in a 
distributed manner with the other device. Support of the amendment is provided, 
for example, page 3, line 35 to page 4, line 8, and page 8, lines 18-20. No new 
matter is believed to be added by the amendment. 

In the Advisory Action dated July 6, 201 1 , the Examiner alleges that the 
claim language does not "preclude a centralized system from anticipated the 
claims as currently written." In response, in order to move the prosecution of the 
case forward, Applicants have amended the claims to recite synchronizing trust 
relationships in a distributed manner as noted above, i.e., between the devices 
themselves without a central device. The remaining comments from the response 
dated June 22, 201 1 remain valid and are repeated below. 

Rejection of claims 1,3-8 under 35 USC §1 02(e) as being anticipated by 
Hanson et al (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0098840, 
hereinafter Hanson) 

In the Response to Arguments, the Examiner appears to argue that the 
establishment of the session between the MES and the MMS server, as taught by 
Hanson, corresponds to the functionality of trust relationships, and thus, teaches 
the recited limitations involving trust relationships in the pending claims. 
Applicants submit that the Examiner misapplies the teaching of Hanson in this 
regard. 

For at least the reasons discussed in Applicants' response of February 22, 
201 1 , Applicants submit that the recited trust relationships between devices that 
belong to a community of networked devices according to the present claims is 
distinguishable from the establishment of a session between an MES and an MMS 
server as taught by Hanson. 
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In this regard, Applicants note that the Examiner has wholly failed to 
address Applicants' point that the system of Hanson is a centralized one that is 
centralized around the MMS server. Due to this centralization, a device is 
connected to the "same network" even if the device is moving. Hanson fails to 
address multi-site domestic, not connected to an external network. 

By contrast, the present invention relates to a community of networked 
devices where no central device is required due to the information stored in the 
devices and to the synchronization Petween them, i.e., to the exchange of 
information about trusted and distrusted devices. An advantage of the present 
invention is that it facilitates communications between devices in a multi-site 
domestic network both by reducing the need for the user of certifying relationships 
between devices and by having the possibility of moving with a part of the network 
community, i.e., split the network in 2 sites. The synchronization of trust 
synchronization, according to the present invention, allows the establishing of trust 
relationship through the community of networked devices without any user 
intervention or access to a central device, as required by Hanson. 

Due to these differences, Hanson fails to disclose or suggest, inter alia, the 
feature of "means for trust relationships synchronization with each device 
belonging to said community of network devices based on the stored information." 

In view of the above, Applicants maintain that the pending claims are not 
anticipated by Hanson. 

Rejection of claim 9 under 35 USC §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hanson as applied to claim 6, in view of Fraser et al (U.S. Patent Pub. No. 
2003/0131232). 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection since Fraser is unable to 
remedy the deficiencies of Hanson explained above in conjunction with claim 1 . 
Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

It is believed that there are no additional fees due with regard to the filing of 
this response. However if there is an additional fee due, please charge the fee, or 
credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. 07-0832. 

Respectfully submitted, 
NICHOLAS PRIGENT ET AL. 

By: /Paul P. Kiel/ 

Paul P. Kiel, Attorney 
Reg. No. 40,677 
Phone (609) 734-6815 



Date: August 19, 2011 

Patent Operations 
Thomson Licensing LLC 
P.O. Box 531 2 

Princeton, New Jersey 08543-5312 
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